
non-equal-access switches to equal-access may not be assessed on PSPS.26 Those costs

should be borne in the same manner as other equal access costs. Further, Flex ANI will be

used for other services apart from payphones, and other purposes apart from payphone

compensation. To the extent that IXCs use Flex ANI for other purposes, they must be

required to pay for it directly, rather than having charges assessed in the first instance on

PSPs.

Third, any charges assessed on PSPs must be applied to both II dumb II and

II smart II payphone lines. Although it is the IIdumb ll payphone lines that currently lack

payphone-specific ANI digits, this state of affairs is in no way the fault of the subscribers to

II dumb II payphone lines, who are primarily independent PSPs. It is simply an accident of

history, or rather, of the LECs historic discrimination practices which are now prohibited

by Section 276. If LECs had been motivated to do so, they could have assigned a

II payphone-specific ll code to II dumb II lines and a IInon-payphone-specificll code to II smart II

lines, instead of vice versa; Alternatively, if LECs had, from the outset of competition,

made IIsmart ll lines available on a nondiscriminatory basis to all providers, all payphone

providers could have benefited from the IIpayphone-specific ll code. It is no coincidence

that the II payphone-specific II code is for the line used overwhelmingly by LEC payphones.

26 As discussed above, note 20, the number of payphone lines served by non-equal
access switches is generally acknowledged to be very small in relation to total payphone
lines. The Commission should not mandate conversions to equal-access solely in order to
have a II perfect II per-call compensation scheme. Rather, the Commission should grant
LECs and IXCs a waiver of per-call compensation requirements for lines served by
non-equal-access switches. Each such waiver should last until such time as the switch is
converted to equal-access under the applicable timetable.
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LEC PSPs should not be exempt from charges that are the direct result of LEC bias. In

short, the Commission must make clear that any charges assessed on PSPs must be

averaged across all lines as though all lines are using it and must be assessed accordingly.

Fourth, any charges assessed on PSPs for the provision of Flex ANI should be

added onto the prescribed per-call compensation rate, to the extent that they exceed the

one cent per call ANI digit restructuring cost that was used as part of the cost basis of the

compensation rate. Second Report and Order, 1. 57. Since the compensation rate was

determined based on the relative differential between the cost of a coin call and the cost of

a dial-around call, it is necessary to adjust the Commission's estimate of the

coin/dial-around cost differential, and increase the compensation rate, to the extent of any

additional charge for Flex ANI above and beyond the Commission Is estimate of one cent

per call.27

Further, in the event that the FCC permits LECs to apply a Flex ANI charge

only to "dumb" line subscribers while exempting "smart" line subscribers, then the FCC

must adjust its prescribed compensation rate to reflect the differential in dial-around costs

borne by each group of subscribers. In other words, if a LEC is allowed to charge "dumb"

27 APCC intends separately to challenge the Second Payphone Order's analysis and
attribution of ANI digit restructuring costs. In the Second Payphone Order, the FCC
spread the cost of ANI digits restructuring across all calls, including coin calls. But
contrary to the analysis in the Second Payphone Order, any cost incurred by payphone
providers in order to receive Flex ANI is attributable solely to dial-around calling. If the
base of calls across which the cost of ANI digits is spread is narrowed to include only
dial-around calls, the cost per call will be higher than if the cost is spread across all
payphone calls.
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line subscribers two cents per call for Flex ANI, while charging II smart II line subscribers

nothing, then (assuming other factors stay the same) the compensation rate for II dumb II

line subscribers must be increased to 29.4 cents per call, and the compensation rate for

I'smart ll line subscribers must be reduced to 27.4 cents per call.

IV. IF THE IXCS ARE GRANTED A WAIVER, THE FCC
MUST ENSURE THAT PSPS ARE COMPENSATED
DURING THE WAIVER PERIOD

AT&T has requested that IXCs be granted a waIver of their per-call

compensation obligations, allowing them to pay compensation for five months on a

flat-rate basis. AT&T alleges that it cannot track payphone calls and pay per-call

compensation in the absence of payphone-specific ANI transmitted on every call (Options

1 or 2). AT&T's support for this claim is not convincing. There does not appear to be any

compelling reason why AT&T or other carriers could not, if necessary, track and pay

per-call compensation by using OLNS (Option 3) or even LEC-ANI-list screening (Option

4). AT&T claims OLNS or variants of OLNS can be used only to track access code calls --

and cannot be used to track subscriber 800 calls -- because only access code calls are routed

to a Class 5 switch that can launch a data base query. Yet, during 1996, AT&T, MCI, and

Sprint were tracking and paying per-call compensation to payphone providers in Illinois, for

intrastate access code and subscriber 800 calls, pursuant to an order of the Illinois

Commerce Commission, even though Options 1 and 2 were unavailable to them.

Furthermore, MCI and Sprint have both indicated that they can track subscriber 800
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payphone calls well enough to bill their 800 service subscribers a payphone compensation

surcharge of 35 cents per call. S« Attachment 1.

The IXCs concede that they can currently track and pay compensation for "27"

calls. Paying per-call compensation on "27" calls appears to involve at least the following

steps: (1) extract a pool of 800-number call records based on the presence of "27" digits;

(2) sort the pool of "27" calls by originating line number ("ANI" ); (3) assign the calls

associated with each ANI to individual payphone providers, so that each payphone owner is

credited with the correct number of "27" calls placed from its payphones during the

compensation period. The ANIs associated with each payphone provider are obtained from

the "bills" submitted by payphone providers, and are verified by matching each payphone

provider's claimed ANIs against lists of payphone line ANIs and subscribers that LECs are

required to make available to IXCs.

If it is feasible to perform these tasks based on "27" digits, as the IXCs concede

it is, then there is no apparent reason why it is not equally feasible to perform the same

series of tasks based on "07" digits. In other words, the IXCs can: (1) extract a pool of

800-number call records based on the presence of "07" digits; (2) sort the pool of "07"

calls by originatingllne number ("ANI"); and (3) assign the calls associated with each ANI

to individual payphone providers, so that each payphone owner is credited with the correct

number of "07" calls placed from its payphones during the compensation period. No party

has provided data indicating that the pool of "07" calls is so large as to preclude taking
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these steps with "07" calls -- steps which, again, are concededly feasible with respect to the

very large (over 100 million per month) pool of "27" calls.

The IXCs claim they have an additional difficulty with respect to "07" calls,

because they are not able to eliminate those calls in the "07" pool that were not originated

from payphones. This may be true in the initial stage of the process, when the pool of

"07" call records is compiled. However, by the end of the third step in the process, the

IXC has effectively eliminated non-payphone calls. The same LEC lists of payphone ANIs

and subscribers that enables the IXC to assign each payphone ANI and associated calls to

the correct payphone owner also effectively eliminates calls associated with non-payphone

ANIs. Calls that do not originate from payphones, under this approach, will not be

assigned to any payphone owner because their associated non-payphone ANI will not

appear on the LEC lists.28 While this method is not the most desirable method from the

PSPs' perspective, because it depends too heavily on the questionable reliability of LEC

ANI lists, it is at least a feasible approach.

In short, even though "07" does not by itself uniquely identify payphone calls, it

provides an initial sort that provides a starting point for the IXC to effectively identify

payphone-only calls using LEC ANI lists (Option 4).

The provision of OLNS (Option 3) also appears to be a feasible approach to

implementation of per-call compensation. If the IXC, at some point during the process,

28

system.
Indeed, LEC ANI lists have been used for this very purpose under the flat-rate

23



runs a screen against OLNS information, the IXC may be able to eliminate some of the

inaccuracies associated with reliance on LEC lists. Assuming that the OLNS data base

contains correct payphone-specific codes for each payphone line, the IXC can use that data

base to effectively identify all calls that originated from payphone lines. Taking such a step

may improve the reliability of the per-call compensation system.

Nevertheless, in order to ensure that payphone service providers are fairly and

timely compensated, APCC reluctantly accepts that a time-limited waiver may be granted

to allow IXCs to pay payphone compensation on a flat-rate basis rather than a per-call basis,

provided that certain conditions are met, as described below. In brief, any flat-rate waiver

should adhere to the following principles:

• PSPs must receive timely payment of compensation during
the Waiver Period -- i.e., on a monthly basis and in any
event no later than the payment date for per-call
compensation.

• Initial flat-rate payments should be based on APCCts
current estimate of average dial-around call volumes totaling
152 calls per payphone per month.

• Provisional allocations of flat-rate payments among carriers
can be similar to the Commission Is previous interim
payment allocation, but should include LECs and should be
subject to later true-up.

• IXCs and LECs should not be allowed to II game the
system, II by selectively participating in the flat-rate system
during the Waiver Period.

• Interim payments should be subject to carrier-carrier and
carrier-PSP true-ups based on actual call volume data.
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The Commission should also make clear that, once Flex ANI is in effect, IXCs'

tracking obligations will be strictly enforced. Any IXC that can be shown to have failed to

accurately track calls should be liable for double compensation. The Commission must

ensure that any temporary flat-rate system that is instituted for the "Waiver Period"

provides timely and fully compensatory payments to payphone providers. In particular, the

following points must be addressed.

A. In Order To Ensure Timely Payment, Flat-Rate
Compensation Should Be Paid Based On The Best
Current Estimate Of Average Dial-Around Calls And
A Provisional Allocation Of The Payment Among
Carriers Based On ToU Revenue

PSPs must receive timely payment of fair compensation during the Waiver

Period. As discussed above, the compensation scheme to date has subjected PSPs to

continual delays in collecting fair compensation. Delays in the collection of compensation

not only impose severe costs, but even threaten the very financial existence of payphone

providers. Therefore, an absolute requirement is that any flat-rate compensation payment

be paid on a timely basis -- i.e., no later than the date that per-call compensation is paid.

Indeed, the Commission should require, as a condition of granting the IXCs a

waiver, that flat-rate compensation be paid on a monthly basis. Independent PSPs have

already been subject to numerous unnecessary and extensive delays and interruptions in the

payment of compensation. It is time for the Commission to step in and encourage a more

prompt form of dial-around payment. By requiring that flat-rate compensation be paid on

a monthly basis, the Commission will take a modest step to ameliorate the disastrous effects
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on PSPs of the interruption of compensation payments caused by the court's order vacating

the "interim' compensation scheme. Further, by requiring monthly payments during the

Waiver Period, the Commission will facilitate experimentation with a payment method that

is fairer to payphone providers and deserves to be considered for adoption on a permanent

basis.29

In order to ensure timely payments, it is necessary for the Commission to

prescribe a flat rate based on (1) the best current estimate of average dial-around traffic

volume, and (2) a provisional allocation of compensation payments among carriers.

1. F1at-Rate Compensation should be based on
APee's current estimates of dial-around traffic

Flat-rate compensation should be based on the best current estimate of

dial-around traffic. The most current estimate in the record is APCC's estimate for the year

1996. Based on a sample of some 4,400 payphones from 23 independent payphone

providers in 32 states, APCC estimated that the average number of access code calls per

payphone per month in 1996 was 44 (including 5 prepaid card calls), and the average

number of subscriber 800 calls per payphone per month in 1996 was 108. See. Attachment

2. Numerous parties relied upon APCC's 1996 estimates in their comments. These

estimates are an appropriate basis for prescribing a provisional flat-rate compensation

payment, at least for independent PSPs, for the Waiver Period.

29 The IXCs can continue to use the quarterly LEC ANI list.
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2. Provisional Allocations Can Be Made

A provisional allocation of the flat-rate payment among carriers could be made

in a manner similar to the original "interim" allocation of flat-rate payments prescribed in

the Payphone Order. While that interim allocation was overturned by the court of appeals,

the key difference in this instance would be that the Waiver Period allocation would be a

provisional allocation only. It would be subject to later true-up among the carriers

themselves, based on carriers' reported shares of per-call compensation, as described below.

This true-up would ensure that any initial errors in the allocation would be corrected so

that the final allocation of flat-rate payments for the Waiver Period would be equivalent to

carriers' actual shares of compensation payments under the per-call compensation scheme.

The Commission has a number of options for setting the provisional allocation

of flat-rate compensation payments. The simplest approach is to use the same system

originally used in the Payphone Order, in which IXCs with more than $100 million in

annual toll revenue paid compensation based on their relative shares of overall toll revenue.

The only modification that APCC believes is necessary is to provide that the initial

compensation payers should include LECs with more than $100 million in toll revenue as

well as IXCs with more than $100 million in toll revenue. Although LECs have argued

that their shares of access code and subscriber 800 traffic are much lower than their shares

of overall toll traffic, it would be unfair to exclude LECs from the flat-rate system. To the

extent that LECs overpay under the flat-rate system, such an overpayment is acceptable

because it will be subject to an ultimate true-up and because, in failing to comply with their
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coding digit service obligations, LECs have materially contributed to the current per-call

compensation impasse.

An alternative method would be to require all LECs and IXCs, as a condition of

their respective waivers of per-call compensation requirements to report their total annual

revenue from subscriber 800 traffic. Flat-rate payments could then be allocated based on

each carrier's relative share of subscriber 800 traffic.

Whichever method is chosen, there could be a subsequent true-up among all

carriers -- and a separate true-up between carriers and PSPs -- based on reliable reports of

actual dial-around traffic. Various ways to handle these true-ups are discussed in Section_

below.

B. !XCs Should Not Be Able To Pick And Choose
Whether And Whom To Pay Flat Rate Or Per-Call
During The Waiver Period

A flat-rate waiver should have clearly defined parameters and should not leave it

up to individual IXCs whether to pay compensation on a flat-rate or per-call basis. If an

IXC is allowed to choose for itself on which basis to pay, then those IXCs with relatively

low dial-around traffic (compared with the IXC's overall toll revenue) will choose to pay on

a per-call basis, while IXCs with relatively high dial-around traffic will choose to pay on a

flat-rate basis. The result will be that total payments do not fully compensate PSPs. Even if

there is a later true-up, PSPs are likely to be shortchanged unless the true-up is very

comprehensive and accurate.
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Equally important, IXCs should not be allowed to choose whether to pay

per-call compensation on some "dumb" payphone lines (e.g., some portion of those that

currently offer Flex ANI) while paying flat-rate compensation on other "dumb" lines (that

currently offer Flex ANI, as well as those with OLNS or plain "07"). If IXCs are able to

make this choice, e.g., by deciding that they will subscribe to Flex ANIon some but no all

lines currently capable of handling Flex ANI, then IXCs will decide what to do based on

the number ofdial-around calls they are receiving from individual payphone lines, and PSPs

will again be shortchanged.

In order to prevent this kind of gaming of the compensation system, IXCs

should be required to pay flat-rate compensation on all "dumb" payphone lines that do not

deliver ANI-specific digits or that are connected to LEC payphones (see below),30 until the

deadline for beginning per-call compensation.

APCC also believes that LECs should not be given discretion as to when to

convert their own PSPs' "dumb" payphone lines, to the extent they have any, to per-call

compensation. There is potential for LECs, as well, to game the system by exercising

discretion on which "dumb" payphone lines are cut over to Flex ANI. Therefore, LECs

should be required to accept flat-rate compensation on all "dumb" payphone lines, whether

or not already converted to Flex ANI, until the end of the Waiver Period.

30 This qualification assumes that all IXCs can currently track payphone calls when
payphone-specific digits are provided by means of Flex ANI. However, in light of AT&T's
previous claim that it could not handle Flex ANI, the Commission should require each
major IXC to state unequivocally whether or not it can currently handle Flex ANI.
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C. Interim Payments Should Be Subject To True-Up
Based On Later Call Volume Data

Payments of flat-rate compensation should be subject to two kinds of true-ups in

order to ensure that ultimate compensation obligations for the Waiver Period are as close as

practicable to actual dial-around traffic.

First, there should be a true-up among the carriers paying compensation, in

order to ensure that carriers I shares of compensation payments are adjusted to reflect the

actual average distribution of dial-around traffic. There are a number of possible ways to

determine the final allocation of payments that would be implemented by means of the

carrier-carrier true-up. One way would be to wait for per-call volumes to be reported

under the comprehensive per-call compensation system that is implemented after the

waivers expire. Another approach would be to have an earlier true-up in which the final

allocation is determined based on the results reported from those payphone lines that are

already subject to per-call compensation payments. This approach would have the benefit

of permitting an earlier true-up, although it would not be quite as reliable as an approach

based on the total per-call compensation system eventually implemented.

A second true-up should be conducted between the carriers and PSPs, to reflect

the actual volumes or average volumes of dial-around traffic that are reported to occur

under per-call compensation. There are a number of possible ways to conduct a

carrier-PSP true-up. One way is to adjust the flat-rate compensation amount based on

average reported dial-around traffic volumes. Under this approach, if actual average
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dial-around traffic was greater than estimated, then an additional compensation payment

would be made to each PSP.

For example, if estimated traffic is 152 calls per line per month, then based on

the per call rate set in the Second Payphone Order, the initial flat-rate compensation

payments would total 152 x $.28 = $42.56 per line per month. If subsequent data

indicated that the actual dial-around traffic averaged 170 calls per line per month, then

each PSP would receive additional compensation payments totaling (170-152) x $.28 =

$5.04 per line per month.

If the Commission decides to have a carrier-PSP true-up based on average call

volumes, it needs to decide what is an appropriate source of actual average call volumes.

One alternative is to use the results of APCC Is dial-around call volume survey. APCC is

continuing its dial-around survey through 1997 and 1998. APCC will complete analysis of

1997 results shortly after the end of the year, and expects to have results for subsequent

quarters shortly after the end of each quarter. This approach would work for independent

PSPs, but not necessarily for LEes.

Another alternative is to use the actual per-call compensation payments reported

by carriers once the per-call system is in effect. The disadvantages of this system are that

(1) it would take longer to true-up, since the data would not be available for several

months after the deferred date for beginning the per-call system,31 and (2) the reported

31 In order to have a valid sample of average call volumes under the per-call system,
at least 3-6 months of experience would be needed. Under flat-rate compensation,
payments generally have not been made until at least three months after the end of the

(Footnote continued)
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data. refers to a different time period than the period to which the flat-rate payments

apply. 32

An alternative to a carrier-PSP true-up based on average dial-around call

volumes, from whatever source derived, would be a modified true-up in which PSPs would

be allowed to collect additional compensation for those payphones that they can

demonstrate to generate dial-around call volumes more than 50% higher than the flat-rate

estimate. Under this approach, the Commission would ensure a modicum of equity to

those PSPs with unusually high volume payphones, who are entitled to per-call

compensation for those payphones, and who are unjustly penalized as a result of the LECs'

and IXCs l last-minute requests for waivers. Under this approach, the true-up could be

based on actual compensation paid by IXCs in the first six months of true per call.

D. The Flat-Rate Could Be Subscriber 800 Calls Only

The Commission must also address whether the flat-rate compensation should

apply to all dial-around calls from covered lines, or only to subscriber 800 calls. As

discussed in Section 1. above, it appears that it is currently feasible, at a minimum, for all

IXCs to pay per-call compensation on access code calls from all payphone lines (except

(Footnote continued)
quarter. Thus, reports based on 6 months of actual payments would not be available until
9 months after the deadline for beginning per-call payments. However, reports of average
payphone call volumes presumably could be compiled by carriers even before actual
payments were made, i.e., as early as one month after the close of the final per-call
compensation period, or 7 months after the deadline for beginning per-call compensation.

32 Moreover, the initial data would be distorted by any initial implementation
problems experienced by carriers in the deployment and use of Flex ANI.
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those served by non-equal-access switches). Thus, one alternative is to limit the scope of

the waiver granted to IXCs so that flat-rate compensation is paid only for subscriber 800

calls, while per-call compensation is paid for access code calls.

Such "bifurcated" compensation wduld move the system closer to per-call

compensation at an earlier date. The initial estimate of subscriber 800 calls subject to

flat-rate payment can be readily derived from APCC's dial-around survey, which estimated

108 subscriber 800 calls per payphone per month. A true-up could be handled by

collecting reports of actual volumes of subscriber 800 calls.

Another alternative might be to simply use the current ratio of access code to

subscriber 800 calls reflected in APCC Is dial-around survey as the basis for applying a

multiplier to the volume of access code calls from each payphone. Based on the current

2.45 to 1 ratio (108 subscriber-800 divided by 44 access code calls), carriers would pay

, access code compensation of $.284 cents per call, plus a surcharge of $.696 per call to

reflect the imputed number of subscriber 800 calls. For example, a payphone that sent 50

access code calls to AT&T in a month would collect from AT&T $14.20 for the fifty access

code calls plus $34.79 for an imputed 122.5 subscriber 800 calls. A payphone that sent 80

access code calls to AT&T would collect $22.72 for the 80 access code calls plus $55.66

for an imputed 196 subscriber 800 calls. Under this approach, subscriber 800 would not

be paid on a flat-rate basis, but on a multiplier basis.

A difficulty with this approach is that APCC is unaware of any proof that there is

a statistically significant relationship between the number of access code calls made from a
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payphone and the number of subscriber 800 calls made from a payphone. We know

averages and aggregates, but have no reason to assume there is a constant relationship.

CONCWSION

The Commission's decisions on these issues must be made as soon as possible to

provide regulatory certainty, ensure timely payment of fair compensation, and promote the

earliest implementation ofa fully competitive payphone regime.

Dated: October 30,1997
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+ Sprint

Dear Payphone Service Provider:

NO. 3964 P, 3

As you are probably aware, Sprint placed a temporuy hold on processinB payphone
compensation payments for the 6rst quarter of 1997 ptDdinc ewaluatioa oftile impact on
its payment obliptions oftile July 1. 1997 decision ofthe U.S. Court ofAwe* ill IUinoI.s
Public Telecommwlieations Assln v. FCC. It is'Sprintls belief that the eft"ett oCtile Courtts
decision is to set aside the compensation provisions oCtile PeCs onIers, &lid that IS a
result, Sprint is under DO CWTeGt obIiption to lIIIke any further paymeau UDCler the FCC's
interim compensatioa. plan. Sprint is aware that the FCC, in In Auaust S, 1997
PublicNotice, took the position that its earlier orders remaia in effect until tiuther action
by the FCC. In order to resolve this cWference in interpretation, Sprint and other long
distance caniers have ulceel the Court to cI8rifY this aspect ofits decision.

In the meantime, Sprint bas decided to make aD _trim provisional paymeut for the
first quarter of1m at a rate ofapproxiIDately $1.42 per payphone per mcmth. This
amount is 28.6%, or 10135, ofthe amount due under the FCC, interim compalSItion
orders, IDd reIects Sprint's beliefthat a reasoaab1e cost-blled Ole for per<a1I
compensation is in the aeiJhborhood often cents per caIJ. rather than the 35 cent default
rate adopted by the FCC. In order for a payphone to be eliJible for compeuation, the
Local Exchange Camet' (LEe) must include the payphone in their report ofactive
payphones for the first quater of 1997. Iftbe payphoDe is not on the list, compensation
will not be paid unitt validation is provided. In addition, ifmultiple owners attempt to
claim the same payphone and this dispute cannot be resolved, via LBC reports,
compensation will not be paid until validation is provided.

The enclosed payment is made without prejudice to Sprint's rig1)ts to later recovec all
or part ofthis amount in accordance with fUture FCC decisions in response to the remand
from the Court. It is also without prejudice to Sprints position 011 any issue now before
the FCC, including the proper per caJI amOUDt, and whether ad how to reflect that
amount in an interim compensation plan (UlCludieg issues such as which carriers are
obligated to pay int'erim compensation and how that obligation should be spread among
the carriers).

Sincerely.

Sprint Payphone Compensation
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APCC's SMDR Project provides telling statistics
on payphone calls

H
•ow many calls are made from an average carrier [LEeJ payphones are not included). Cur-

payphone each month? How many of rently. 23 companies that operate more than
them are coin? How many are non-coin? 100,000 phones are participating in what is known

How many are dial-around? Which interexchange as the SMDR Project (station messaae detail
CIl'rieIa (IXCa) get the most calls from payphones? reports). 11IelIe companies are submitting month-
'ndependent public payphone (IPP) providers can .Iy call data from 4.400 payphones in 32 states.
answer these questions about their own phones, They're tracking and reporting information on
but industry-wide statlstia haven't been available completed caD counts and duration. The APCC
until just recently. Now, providers can compare defined a completed call lOr this project by setting
their own information with industry-wide num- an ac:x:eptable duration for each type of non-coin
bers. and the American Public Communications call. 11le payphones are at a wide variety of loea-
Council Inc. (APCC) can use the statistics for tions, including hotels. motela, convenience
... legislative and regulatory purposes. stores. gas stations. restaurants, business dis-

In fact, the APCC is where this ...C"•• M...." trid:a,. aIIopping malls, apartment build-
numbers project all began. ~ . inp. truck stops and casinos.

=be=~ionwas~.. ·····~.A Therestllts
I'lIMteraI Commu- At the time this article
aiaIdona Com- was pIep8Nd. the APCC
.....n (Pa:) hadbeen... to aunch
..;a dImllop NIU1a. 11 montha' worth of
doni fix lmple- data, from February
..... the pay- to December 1996. In
phone prcmaiona this time period. the'·
of the~ Uta ahowecI an avell-
Jd, it needed • of113 completed
... to accuntdy c:aU. per paypbone per
cIemonatrate c:aIl monda. Ofthe8e. 511 (72
uaftIc patterns from percent) were coin calls,
IPPI. "Ihe UIOCiation and 202 (28 peRleIlt) were
de¥eloped a sample non-coin calla. Of the 202
group that would accurate- non-coin calls, 39 (19 percent)
ly reflect all the IPPs in the were identified as access code
United States (local exchange calls. Other than subscriber 800 calls.

Figun! 1

by Gregory V "''''edjian

,. ..
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the nat of the nolHlOin calla broke
down .. tiJDwa: 24 (12 pezomt) were
0+ c:an.. 10 (5 pelQmt) were ~ caIa. 5
(2 percent) could be pcliIItMIy ldenti­
Red .. prepalcl canl-c:al1a, 2 (1 pen:l8ftt)
were 00- caua. 12 (6 peroent) were 411
calls, and 2 (1 peroent) were 55S caUs.
The remainder of'the non-<:oin calls,
which totaled 108 (53 percent), appear
to be subscriber 800 calls.

Of the 39 access code calls per
month, AT&T reaived 20.1 calls
(51.5 percent), Mel received 12.6
calls (32.2 percent), Sprint received
3 calls (7.7 percent), and the remain­
ing carriers reaived a total of 3.3
calls (8.6 percent).

This ofcourse brings us to dial­
around compenution. The 1996 data
showed an average of 152 dia1-around
calls per payphone per month: 108
(71 percent) were subscriber 800 calls,
39 (26 percent) were access code calls,
and 5 (~ percent) were prepaid card
calls, {1b prevent any confusion, we

: ",..

' :.: ..

c::J
CoIn Calls

Access Code Calls 31 40 38 44 39 46 49 35 39 38 32

Prwpeid Card Calls 3 3 3 3 4 7 7 6 6 5 4

Subscriber 800 Calls 75 98 96 102 107 111 122 103 130 126 119

411 10 11 11 13 15 14 12 14 12 10 11

555 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2

0- 11 10 10 11 12 13 11 9 8 7 7

00- 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2

; ...• 0+: 29 31 26 27 25 25 28 20 19 " ':' 18 16

NofH:oin eans Total 161 196 188 203 205 219 233 191 219 210 195
CoIn C8IIs Total 423 505 468 535 536 556 544 526 524 494 509

CoIn & Non-coIn Total 584 701 656 738 742 n5 7n 716 744 704 703

411 .", 6% 8% "" 1% 6% 5'" ~ '" ' '"
0- ,...

5'" 8Yt "" 6% 6% 5% K ."" 4"" 4%

0+ 1. 1ft. 14'" 13% 12% 11'" 12% 11"" snr. 8%

CoIn CaRs Total 72% 72% 71% 73% 72% 72% 70% 73% 71% 70% 72'%

- Due to rounding, the totals in this table may not be exact.
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• Paid Direct To You - Monthly
• Plus Comnlission on All Calls

ACT is an asp Provider:
Providing 0+, 0-, and 1+ service
for payphones since 1987 - A
Decade ofService!

For More Information, Call

1-800-798-9556
EXT_550

declined slightly during the year: from
7 percent in February to 4 percent in
December. The 00- calls remained rel­
atively flat (at 1 percent), while 0 +
calls decreased dramatically, from 18

percent in February to 8 percent in
December.

Which IXCs are getting these non­
coin calls? The top seven carriers
receive 97.4 percent of all access code
calls. This group consists of AT&T,
MCI, Sprint, LDDS WorldCom, Frontier,
Lei and Excel. Figure) shows the per­
centage breakdown by IXC.

Clearly, this new data justifies the
level ofcfgl-around compensation that
was set in the FCCs Payphone Order.
It a180 substantiates the move to per­
call c:ompensa~,:" and verifies a few
other trends we had IUSpected but had
not been able to quantify. The APCC
will continue to gather this informa­
tion for use in its legal, legislative and
regulatory efforts. I(you'd like to par­
ticipate or ifyou'd like more informa­
tion about the project, please call me
at (703) 385-5300, ext. 225. ~

Gregory V. Haledjio.n is government rela­
tions manager for the American Publi£
Communications Council.

39

L+ ~~j"
..... Prepaid sn. 800 411 5SS 0- 00- 0+
Cede Card

should not~ that the APCC had previ­
ously submitted dial-around data to the
FCC that showed a total of 142 dial­
around calls per month: 99170 percentI
were subscriber 800 calls, 40 128 per­
centl were access code calls, and 3 12
percentl were prepaid card calls. These
ItatS were based on three months'
worth of data; the current results are
from 11 months' worth ofdata.)

Afew trends
11Ie 1996 data also revealed what
many ofyou already knew: coin-sent
paid ia the predominant type of call
made from payphones, representing
n percent ofall calls. Concerning
non-coin calls, subscnber 800 is the
most prevalent call type. In fact, this
category increased from 47 percent of
all non-ooin calls in February to 61 per­
cent of all non-<:oin calls in December.
Access code calls declined slightly
throughout the year: 20 percent in
February, a high of 21 percent in May,
July and August, and a low of 17 per­
cent in December.

Regarding other types of non-GOin
calls, directory assistance calls
remained consistent during 1996.
As for operator-assisted calls, 0- calls
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APCC's SMDR Project provides telling statistics

on payphone calls

How many calls are made from an average carrier (LEe) payphones are not included). Cur-
payphone each month? How many of rentJy, 23 companies that operate more than
them are coin? How many are non-coin? 100,000 phones are participating in what is known

How many are dial-around? Which interexchange as the SMDR Project (station message detail
CII11eD (lXCI) Jet the most calls nom payphones? reports). TheIe companies are submitting month.
Independent public payphone (IPP) providers can .Iy call data from ...0400 payphones in 32 states.
• nawer these questions about their own phones, 1'bey're tl3Cking and reporting information on
but induatry-wide statistics haven't been available completed call counts and duration. The APCC
until just recently. Now, providers can compare defined a completed call for this project by setting
their own information with industry-wide num- an acceptable duration for each type of non-coin
bera, and the American Public Communications call. The payphones are at a wide variety of loca·
Council Inc. (APCC) can use the statistics for tions, including hotels, motels, convenience
Iepl, 1egialative and regulatory purposes. stores, gas stations, reataurants, business dis-

In fact, the APCC is where this ~.... MOfttIIIy , trlcta, ahopplng malls. apartment build-
numbers project al1 began. ~ . .. .. .. ~ inp, truck stops and casinos.

=u:=~nwas'"~ . ....~... the resutts
........ Commu- At the time this anide
....... eom- _ ........ theAPCC

IIIIIIlon (PCC) hid been Ib1e to crunch
10"'" fIBUla- 11 months' worth of
doni b' impIe- cia.... from Febnwy
-ntiD& the pay- to December 1996. In
phone pnMaions lb. time period, the·'
ofthe 'alecom data abowed an aver-
ltd. it needed ..of713 ClOIIlpleted
elida to acc:uratllllly calla pel' payphone per
demonetrate call month. Of tbeIe. 511 (72
traftIc pIttemS from percent) were coin calls,
1PPa. 'I'1le .-ociation and 202 (28 penlOnt) were
de¥eloped a sample IIOrHlOin calla. Of the 202
poup that would accurate- non-coin calls, 39 (19 percent)
ly reflect all the IPPs in the were identified as access code
United States (local exchange calls. Other than subscriber 800 calls,

figure 1

by Grepry v: Halediian
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